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ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
1740 W. ADAMS ST., SUITE 4600, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 
PHONE (602) 364-1PET (1738) FAX (602) 364-1039 
VETBOARD.AZ.GOV 


COMPLAINT INVESTIGATION FORM 


If there is an issue with more than one veterinarian please file a 
separate Complaint Investigation Form for each veterinarian 


PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE 


FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 


Date Received: Depts Ip, 2020 Case Number: a) - Zh . 


A. THIS COMPLAINT IS FILED AGAINST THE FOLLOWING: 
Name of Veterinarian/CVvt: Sarah Shroeder 
Premise Name: Afrowhead Ranch Veterinary Hospital 
Premise Address: 750 W Deer Valley Rd #0101 
City; Glendale State: AZ Zip Code: 85310 
Telephone: (623) 561-2677 


B. INFORMATION REGARDING THE INDIVIDUAL FILING COMPLAINT: 
Name: Maureen Malingkas 


Address: 
City: State: Zip Code; ==) 


Home Telephone: ee Cell Telephone: 


*STATE LAW REQUIRES WE HAVE TO DISCLOSE YOUR NAME UNLESS WE CAN SHOW THAT DISCLOSURE WILL 
RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL HARM TO YOU, SOMEONE ELSE OR THE PUBLIC PER A.R.S. § 41-1010. IF YOU HAVE 
REASON TO BELIEVE THAT SUBSTANTIAL HARM WILL RESULT IN DISCLOSURE OF YOUR NAME PLEASE PROVIDE 
COPIES OF RESTRAINING ORDERS OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION. 
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C. PATIENT INFORMATION (1): 
Name: Mac Keju Malingkas 


Breed/Species: Maltipoo 
Age: § Sex: Mol; White/Cream 


PATIENT INFORMATION (2): 
Name: _/a 
Breed/Species: /a 


Age: n/a Sex: Na Color: "a 


D. VETERINARIANS WHO HAVE PROVIDED CARE TO THIS PET FOR THIS ISSUE: 
Please provide the name, address and phone number for each veterinarian. 


Dr Uknown, AZ DVM license AZ3754 Maricopa County Animal Care & Control 
602-506-7387 


Mariam Durkin Maricopa County Animal Care & Control 602-506-7239 
Sarah Shroeder, Arrowhead Ranch Animal Hospital 623-561-2677 


E. WITNESS INFORMATION: 
Please provide the name, address and phone number of each witness that has 
direct knowledge regarding this case. 
1) Moody Malingkas Giameas=e SFT as a 
2) Yvonne (tech) Arrowhead Ranch Aaiinal 1 Hospital 6: 623- 561-2677 
3) Lisa (manager) Arrowhead Ranch Animal Hospital 623-561-2677 
4) Name unknown (clinic manager)-Maricopa Animal Control and Care clinic 
602-506-7239 


Attestation of Person Requesting Investigation 


By signing this form, | declare that the information contained herein is true 
and accurate to the best of my knowledge. Further, | authorize the release of 
any and all medical records or information necessary to complete the 
investigation of this case. 


Signature: Whazazeen Walengheas 7 
Sai: 


To: Arizona State Veterinary Examining Board 
1740 W. Adams St., Suite 4600 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 


From: Maureen Malingkas 


September 17, 2020 


To Whom It May Concern: 


I am writing to have Dr Sarah Shroeder investigated for misconduct, animal negligence, and 
abuse. 


She was the veterinarian assigned to do a wellness visit during a scheduled appointment for 
Maltipoo Mac Keju Malingkas, age 6 yo, who was rescued from Maricopa Animal Control and 
Care on 9/8/2020 Upon discharge/release of Mac Keju from Maricopa Animal Control and Care 
on 9/8/2020, Mac was provided paperwork including thorough medical history with complete set 
of vaccinations, neuter, chip, etc. When bringing Mac Keju to Arrowhead Ranch Animal 
Hospital for 10 day wellness visit on 9/9/2020, his complete medical history was provided to the 
technician, Yvonne, and Dr Shroeder. The tech and Dr Shroeder verbally claimed they didn't 
understand the records and proceeded to complete another set of vaccinations for the dog, the 
same given to MAC at the shelter clinic the day before. Dr Shroeder also verbally claimed to me 
that she does not call the clinic who provided the vaccines when she didn't understand their 
records because (she) "doesn't need to call every vet the patient visited"- Dr Shroeder. The duo 
advised Moody Malingkas, who brought Mac Keju in for the wellness visit that day, that this is 
the proper protocol and vaccinations are recommended. When I spoke to her on the phone after 
the appointment concluded and addressing this issue of overdosing vaccines, Dr Shroeder stated 
they overdose puppies and strays all the time because medical history is not correct and that 
some vaccines arén't "good". | again emphasized the complete medical records were provided to 
her. 
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As a health professional if you don't understand something, it is only ethical to make sure you 
research and talk to someone to clarify before you happily inject a drug into your patient. If this 
was a human, child or adult, the patient would have died or had serious medical consequences. 


After speaking with Dr Shroeder, I called and clarified with the Maricopa County Animal 
Control and Care about Mac Keju's medical history and procedures and the representative at the 
clinic verified Mac Keju's records were correct and that Dr Shroeder did in fact overdose my dog 
and I should request immediate rectification. Dr Shroeder stated she called Maricopa Animal 
Control and Care to investigate after I had talked to her and admitted she did give an erroneous 
amount of drugs to my dog, then apologized to me. She continued to claim that it is fine, and 
they do this all the time. We did receive a refund of most of the vaccinations given however it 
does not take away the fact that she was so willing to do this procedure without proper and 
necessary comprehension. We are not comfortable using that facility with a doctor who is 
unethically trigger happy with vaccinations and will not recommend their services. 


Mac Keju was monitored for the next three days, with symptoms of lethargy, throwing up, fast 
breathing and itching, however the symptoms were manageable and we did not seek further care 
at the time. At this time, his health has improved. 


I am writing for consideration to have your board evaluate the actions of Dr Sarah Shroeder at 
Arrowhead Ranch Animal Hospital, and the vet tech Yvonne which include misconduct, animal 
negligence, and abuse from overdosing vaccinations though a proper medical history was 
provided. 


Documents of Mac Keju's medical records from Maricopa Animal Control and Care as well as 
treatment completed at Arrowhead Ranch Animal Hospital have been provided. 


Thank you for your time. 
Maureen Malngkas 


Maureen Malingkas 


October 12, 2020 


In re: 21-32 (Sarah Schroeder, DVM) 
oO 
To Whom It May Concern: 


The patient presented on September 9, 2020 after being recently adopted from Maricopa 
County Animal Shelter for an exam and to update any vaccines needed as well as start patient 
on heartworm prevention. On physical examination, there were no main concerns other than a 
need for a grooming appointment. After reviewing the records that the owner’s father brought 
to the appointment, | advised him that the patient was up to date on rabies but it was unclear 
as to whether the patient was current on the Bordetella and DHPP as they were not listed on 
the treatment or receipt, but were listed at the bottom with a date. The information was not 
specific as to if the vaccines were given on that date, or due on that date. | discussed that it was 
unclear whether the vaccines were due or given, but that revaccinating as a precaution was In 
no way going to harm the patient, and would only add protection. After discussing this with the 
owner's father, he approved the subject vaccinations. | also discussed that there was no 
Indication that the shelter had done a heartworm test and recommended, for it to be safe 
practice, that a heartworm test be done prior to putting the patient on the medication. Once 
again, the owner's father approved the heartworm test. | also discussed Heartgard vs Proheart 
injections with the father. The only difference is that Heartgard is a monthly pill that also covers 
intestinal parasites, as the Proheart injection lasts 12 months, but only covers protection for 
heartworms: The owner’s father authorized a Proheart injection as the heartworm test came 
back negative. Again, the Shelter did not test for heartworm, nor give the patient protection. 

| also discussed with the father about flea/tick prevention for the patient and the father 
approved Bravecto to be sent home. 


The bill for the appointment included a free consult and free fecal check, since the patient was 
previously rescued. It also contained the charges for Bravecto, heartworm test, Proheart 
injection, and the Bordetella and DHPP vaccines. . 

‘ 
After the appointment was over, Maureen Malingkas (who was not present at the 
appointment) called to speak to me. This was the first time | had spoken with her and she 
immediately:became very argumentative and accused me and the practice of being unethical 
for overdosing her dog with medications she felt he did not need. 
| discussed with Maureen the reasons behind revaccinating and that it should in no way harm 
the patient as vaccines are very safe. There are many situations where we are unaware of the 
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patient’s prior vaccine history or with puppies that get breeder vaccines, that we recommend 
revaccinating for precaution. Maureen then became very upset that she was charged for items 
that she did not agree to and that the patient didn’t need. 


| explained that her father had brought the dog in and that we did not perform any services 
that he hadn’t authorized. Despite my best efforts, | was unable to calm Maureen down. 
Ultimately, | offered to try and call the veterinarian that administered the vaccines with the 
Maricopa County Animal Shelter. Maureen then gave me a phone number to the Animal Shelter 
administration that had not been on the records given to us at the appointment. | was able to 
contact the administrator (unknown name). At that time, she clarified that the rables was given 
as treatment.as it was done during a procedure (neuter) and the other two vaccines were given, 
but listed at the bottom. She also stated that the patient was not tested for heartworm 
prevention and was not given Proheart. The only thing the patient recelved was one month of 
flea/tick prevention. 


{ called Maureen back to provide her this information and to reassure her that the Proheart and 
vaccines would not harm the patient. Maureen demanded a full refund for everything as she 
did not want'the procedures done today, even though her father had agreed to the procedures. 
As a good will gesture, we gave her a refund despite the fact that all of the vaccines and 
services had been authorized by her father. Also, to alleviate her concerns about potential 
adverse reactions to the vaccines, | told the owner that she could bring her pet back and that 
we would administer a sterold Injection at no cost. 


Please read the communication log associated with the appointment. 


Thank you, : 


Sprecoler OWA 


Dr. Sarah Zovha 
Arrowhead Ranch Animal Hospital 
623-561-2677 


i. 


DOUGLAS A. DUCEY 
- GOVERNOR - 


VICTORIA WHITMORE 
- EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR - 


ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
1740 W. ADAMS STREET, STE. 4600, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 
PHONE (602) 364-1-PET (1738) * FAX (602) 364-1039 
VETBOARD.AZ.GOV 


INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 


TO: Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board 


FROM: PM Investigative Committee: Adam Almaraz - Chair 
Amrit Rai, DVM 
Cameron Dow, DVM 
Brian Sidaway, DVM 


STAFF PRESENT: Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT —- Investigations 
Marc Harris, Assistant Attorney General 


RE: Case: 21-32 
Complainant(s): Maureen Malingkas 
Respondent(s): Sarah Schroeder, DVM (License: 7351) 


SUMMARY: . APPLICABLE STATUTES AND RULES: 
Complaint Received at Board Office: 9/16/20 Laws as Amended August 2018 
Committee Discussion: 3/2/21 (Lime Green); Rules as Revised 
Board IIR: 4/21/21 September 2013 (Yellow) 


On September 9, 2020, “Mac Keju,” a 6-year-old male Maltipoo was presented to 
Respondent for a new adoption exam. Due to the medical records from the shelter being 
unclear Respondent vaccinated the dog with Bordetella and DHLPP after getting the pet 


owner's agent's approval. 


Later that day, Complainant called Respondent with concerns that the dog had already 
been vaccinated and thus the dog was overdosed. Respondent refunded the fees for the 


vaccines but reassured Complainant the vaccines would not harm the dog. 


Complainant was noticed and appeared telephonically. 
Respondent was noticed and appeared telephonically. Attorney David Stoll appeared. 


The Committee reviewed medical records, testimony, and other documentation as described below: 
e Complainant(s) narrative: Maureen Malingkas 


e Respondent(s) narrative/medical record: Sarah Schroeder, DVM 


21-32, SARAH SCHROEDER, DVM 


PROPOSED ‘FINDINGS of FACT’: 


1. On September 8, 2020, Complainant adopted the dog from Maricopa County Animal Care 
and Control. Complainant was provided paperwork that included the dog’s recent medical 
history. 


2. On September 9, 2020, Complainant’s father presented to the dog to Respondent for a post- 
adoption exam and vaccine update. Respondent was provided the adoption paperwork that 
included the dog's recent medical history. 


3. Upon exam, the dog had a weight = 7.9 pounds, a temperature =100.3 degrees, a heart rate 
= 140bpm, and a respiration rate = shake; BCS = 5/9, BAR. Respondent noted the dog had dirty 
fur, hair loss around the left eye with excoriation, which was healing and grade 2 periodontal 
disease. Respondent stated in her narrative that there were no major concerns other than the 
need for a grooming appointment. 


4. Respondent discussed the exam with Complainant's father who presented the dog for the 
exam. She explained that the dog was up-to-date on the rabies vaccine according to the 
shelter medical records however it was not clear if the dog was current on the Bordetella and 
DHPP as they were not listed on the treatment or charged for on the receipt, but were listed on 
the bottom with a date. Respondent further explained to Complainant’s father that 
revaccinating as a precaution was in no way going to harm the dog, and would only add 
protection; Complainant's father approved. Additionally, Respondent stated that there was no 
indication the dog was tested for heartworm which was recommended prior to starting the dog 
on heartworm medication. Complainant’s father approved the heartworm test, Proheart 
injection and Bravecto flea/tick prevention. Respondent stated that the appointment included a 
free exam and free fecal check. 


5. Respondent reported that after the appointment, Complainant called to speak with her — 
Complainant was not at the appointment. Complainant accused Respondent of being 
unethical and overdosing her dog. Respondent explained the reason she revaccinated the dog 
and felt it was safe and would not harm the dog. Additionally, Respondent did not perform any 
services that were not authorized by Complainant’s father. Complainant was still upset therefore 
Respondent offered to call the shelter. 


6. Respondent spoke with an administrator at the shelter who clarified that the rabies vaccine 
was given as treatment during the neuter procedure and the other two vaccines were given, 
but listed at the bottom of the document. It was further clarified that the dog was not tested for 
heartworm and did receive one month of flea/tick prevention. 


7. Respondent called Complainant back to relay the information received and to reassure her 
that the Proheart and vaccines would not harm the dog. Complainant wanted a refund for 
services she did not want, even though her father had agreed to the procedures. Respondent 
refunded the fees for the vaccines. She also advised that if the dog had a reaction to the 
vaccines, Complainant could bring the dog back and they could administer a steroid injection 
at no cost. 
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21-32, SARAH SCHROEDER, DVM 


8. Complainant stated in her narrative that she monitored the dog for the next three days. The 
dog was lethargic, was vomiting, had increased respiratory rate, and itching; however 
according to Complainant, the symptoms were manageable and further care was not sought 
out at that time. 


COMMITTEE DISCUSSION: 


The Committee discussed that it did not appear that Respondent had all of the documents 
Complainant received from the County and that were submitted to the Board. Respondent 
gave an adequate explanation on why she wanted to give the vaccinations and there would 
be no detriment or harm to the dog if he already received the vaccines. 


Complainant's father could have declined, but approved the vaccinations Respondent 
recommended. Afterwards, when Complainant called Respondent and expressed her 
dissatisfaction with the services provided, Respondent tried to resolve the matter. 
The Committee discussed that at times the paperwork received from a shelter or adoption 
service can be unclear and it is not harmful to revaccinate a pet. In this case, the rabies 
vaccine was not listed as a rabies vaccine; it was listed as Zoetis SQ. The Committee 
commented that Response could not predict what ailments the pet would have a couple 
months into the future. 
COMMITTEE’S PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS of LAW: 
The Committee concluded that no violations of the Veterinary Practice Act occurred. 
COMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED DISPOSITION: 

Motion: It was moved and seconded the Board: 

Dismiss this issue with no violation. 

Vote: The motion was approved with a vote of 4 to 0. 
The information contained in this report was obtained from the case file, which includes the 


complaint, the respondent's response, any consulting veterinarian or witness input, and any 
other sources used to gather information for the investigation. 


nies 


Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT 
Investigative Division 
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